Lutton,  Michael  J. 
Lt  Col  USAF 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 

Form  Approved 

OMB  No.  0704-0188 

Public  reporting  burden  for  this  collection  of  information  is  estimated  to  average  1  hour  per  response,  including  the  time  for  reviewing  instructions,  searching  existing  data  sources,  gathering  and  maintaining  the  data  needed,  and 
completing  and  reviewing  this  collection  of  information.  Send  comments  regarding  this  burden  estimate  or  any  other  aspect  of  this  collection  of  information,  including  suggestions  for  reducing  this  burden  to  Department  of  Defense, 
Washington  Headquarters  Services,  Directorate  for  Information  Operations  and  Reports  (0704-0188),  1215  Jefferson  Davis  Highway,  Suite  1204,  Arlington,  VA  22202-4302.  Respondents  should  be  aware  that  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  no  person  shall  be  subject  to  any  penalty  for  failing  to  comply  with  a  collection  of  information  if  it  does  not  display  a  currently  valid  0MB  control  number.  PLEASE  DO  NOT  RETURN  YOUR  FORM  TO 

THE  ABOVE  ADDRESS. 

1 .  REPORT  DATE  (DD-MM-YYYY)  2.  REPORT  TYPE 

23  Oct  2009  FINAL 

3.  DATES  COVERED  (From  -  To) 

4.  TITLE  AND  SUBTITLE 

Defending  the  High  Ground;  How  should  Pacific  Command’s  (USPACOM) 

Theater  Campaign  Plan  evolve  in  light  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  (PRC)  counterspace 
initiatives? 

5a.  CONTRACT  NUMBER 

5b.  GRANT  NUMBER 

5c.  PROGRAM  ELEMENT  NUMBER 

6.  AUTHOR(S) 

Michael  J.  Lutton,  Lt  Col,  USAF 

Paper  Advisor  ;  CAPT  Mark  E.  Donahue,  USN 

5d.  PROJECT  NUMBER 

5e.  TASK  NUMBER 

5f.  WORK  UNIT  NUMBER 

7.  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  NAME(S)  AND  ADDRESS(ES) 

Joint  Military  Operations  Department 

Naval  War  College 

686  Cushing  Road 

Newport,  RI  02841-1207 

8.  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT 
NUMBER 

9.  SPONSORING/MONITORING  AGENCY  NAME(S)  AND  ADDRESS(ES) 

10.  SPONSOR/MONITOR’S  ACRONYM(S) 

11.  SPONSOR/MONITOR'S  REPORT 

NUMBER(S) 

12.  DISTRIBUTION  /  AVAILABILITY  STATEMENT 

Distribution  Statement  A;  Approved  for  public  release;  Distribution  is  unlimited. 

13.  SUPPLEMENTARY  NOTES  A  paper  submitted  to  the  Naval  War  College  faculty  in  partial  satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Joint  Military 
Operations  Department.  The  contents  of  this  paper  reflect  my  own  personal  views  and  are  not  necessarily  endorsed  by  the  NWC  or  the 

Department  of  the  Navy. 

14.  ABSTRACT 

While  not  a  direct  threat,  the  current  rate  and  scope  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China’s  modernization  does 
challenge  Pacific  Command  (USPACOM)  theater  campaign  planners.  The  current  USPACOM  strategy  is 
predicated  on  the  need  for  Partnership,  Presence,  and  Readiness.  Given  the  critical  nature  of  the  space  domain  to 
USPACOM,  the  command  requires  a  space  superiority  framework  consisting  of  enhanced  military-space  to 
military-space  relations,  a  new  organizational  construct  for  U.S.  Strategic  Command  to  support  USPACOM  as  well 
as  an  advanced  training  construct  designed  to  increase  USPACOM  readiness.  Analysis  indicates  that  these  three 
areas  while  making  independent  progress  at  varying  rates  lack  a  common  framework  to  achieve  integrated  and 
sustained  progress  in  meeting  the  intent  of  Commander,  USPACOM.  Consequently,  a  space  superiority  framework 
is  required  to  synchronize  space  operations  efforts  in  USPACOM  theater  campaign  plan’s  primary  lines  of 
operation— Partnership,  Presence,  and  Readiness. 

15.  SUBJECT  TERMS 

Pacific  Command,  Peoples  Republic  of  China,  Counterspace,  Theater  Campaign  Plan 

16.  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF: 

UNCLASS 

17.  LIMITATION 

OF  ABSTRACT 

18.  NUMBER 

OF  PAGES 

31 

19a.  NAME  OF  RESPONSIBLE  PERSON 

Chairman,  JMO  Dept 

a.  REPORT 

UNCLASSIFIED 

b.  ABSTRACT 

UNCLASSIFIED 

c.  THIS  PAGE 

UNCLASSIFIED 

19b.  TELEPHONE  NUMBER  (include  area 
code) 

40I-84I-3556 

Standard  Form  298  (Rev.  8-98) 


Lutton,  Michael  J. 
Lt  Col  USAF 


NAVAL  WAR  COLLEGE 
Newport,  R,I. 

Defending  the  High  Ground:  How  should  Pacifc  Command’s  Theater  Campaign  Plan 
evolve  in  light  of  the  Peoples’  Republic  of  China  counterspace  initiatives? 

by 

MICHAEL  J.  LUTTON 
Lt  Col,  USAF 


A  paper  submitted  to  the  Faculty  of  the  Naval  War  College  in  partial  satisfaction  of  the 
requirements  of  the  Department  of  Joint  Military  Operations. 

The  contents  of  this  paper  reflect  my  own  personal  views  and  are  not  necessarily  endorsed 
by  the  Naval  War  College  or  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 


Signature: 


23  Oct  2009 


Lutton,  Michael  J. 
Lt  Col  USAF 


Contents 


Introduction 

1 

Discussions 

4 

Analytical  Conclusions 

9 

Recommendations 

14 

Conelusion 

18 

Notes 

19 

Bibliography 

24 

11 


Lutton,  Michael  J. 
Lt  Col  USAF 


List  of  Illustrations 

Figure  Title  Page 

1.  USPACOM  Area  of  Responsibility  1 

2.  Domain  Superiority  v.  Anti-Aeeess  2 

3.  Theater  Campaign  Planning  Disconneet  3 

4.  Engineering  Transformation  4 

5.  USSTRATCOM  Organization  6 

6.  Anatomy  of  Effeetive  Training  8 

7.  Spaee  Superiority  Eramework  17 


iii 


Lutton,  Michael  J. 
Lt  Col  USAF 


Abstract 

Defending  the  High  Ground:  How  should  USPACOM’s  Theater  Campaign  Plan  evolve  in  light 
of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  (PRC)  counterspace  initiatives? 

While  not  a  direct  threat,  the  current  rate  and  scope  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China’s 
modernization  does  challenge  Pacific  Command  (USPACOM)  theater  campaign  planners.  The 
current  USPACOM  strategy  is  predicated  on  the  need  for  Partnership,  Presence,  and  Readiness. 
Given  the  critical  nature  of  the  space  domain  to  USPACOM,  the  command  requires  a  space 
superiority  framework  consisting  of  enhanced  military-space  to  military-space  relations,  a  new 
organizational  construct  for  U.S.  Strategic  Command  to  support  USPACOM  as  well  as  an 
advanced  training  construct  designed  to  increase  USPACOM  readiness.  Analysis  indicates  that 
these  three  areas  while  making  independent  progress  at  varying  rates  lack  a  common  framework 
to  achieve  integrated  and  sustained  progress  in  meeting  the  intent  of  Commander,  USPACOM. 
Consequently,  a  space  superiority  framework  is  required  to  synchronize  space  operations  efforts 
in  USPACOM  theater  campaign  plan’s  primary  lines  of  operation— Partnership,  Presence,  and 
Readiness. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  ability  to  operate  in  and  through  the  space  domain  remains  a  vital  national  interest  of 
the  United  States.  ^  In  fact,  the  current  National  Space  Policy  states  “freedom  of  action  in  space 
is  as  important  to  the  United  States  as  air  power  and  sea  power."  Like  air  power  and  sea  power, 
the  ability  to  operate  in  the  space  domain  does  not  go  unchallenged.  Since  2000,  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  directed  the  Department  of  Defense  to  produce  “an  annual  report  on  the 

-5 

military  power  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China.”  The  report  highlights  the  development  of 
and  modernization  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  (PRC)  military,  to  include  PRC 
development  of  “counterspace  activities”  which  are  defined  as  “a  multi-dimensional  program  to 
improve  its  capabilities  to  limit  or  prevent  the  use  of  space-based  assets  by  potential 
adversaries.”"^  In  2009  testimony  to  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence,  the  Director  of 
National  Intelligence  also  echoed  a  concern  over  Chinese  counterspace  development  when  he 
said  “counterspace  systems.  .  .rank 
among  the  countries  highest  military 
priorities.”^ 

Like  all  geographic  combatant 
commanders,  U.  S.  Pacific  Command’s 
(USPACOM)  ability  to  operate  in  all 
domains— air,  land,  sea,  and  space- 
remains  critical  to  success  across  the 
range  of  military  operations. 

USPACOM  is  also  challenged  with 

Figure  1  USPACOM  AREA  OF  RESPONSIBILITY^ 


USPACOM  Area  of  Responsibility 
36  Countries 


Vanuatu 

NOTE:  In  accorctanca  witn  paragraph  140  or  tna  17  Dacamoar  2006  uninao  Command  Plan.  CORUSPACOM  naa 
apacinc  reaponaitxiitiaa  in  the  Rusaian  Pedaraiion-  'in  coordination  witn  CORUSEUCOM.  in  tnoaa  areas  or  me  Russian 
Federation  east  of  100  E.  CORUSPACOM  conducts  counterterrorism  planning  for  all  U  S  diplomabc  missions,  plans 
and.  as  appropriate,  carries  out  totem  protection  responsibMilies.  exercises,  port  visits,  and  similar  operations,  and 
conducts  noncombatanl  evacuation  operations." 
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the  task  of  integrating  a  rising  China  while  maintaining  vital  U.S.  interests. 

Commander,  USPACOM  recently  published  a  comprehensive  strategy  that  serves  as 
direction  for  theater  campaign  planning.  Theater  campaign  planning  serves  to  “.  .  .translate 
national  or  theater  strategy  into  operational  concepts”.^  To  focus  planning  at  all  levels,  the 
primary  lines  of  operation  within  USPACOM’s  strategy  are  Partnership,  Presence  and 

o 

Readiness.  In  order  to  meet  the  intent  of  our  National  Space  Policy,  space  superiority  planning 
must  be  accomplished  in  USPACOM  and  guided  by  the  Commander,  USPACOM  established 
lines  of  operation.  Any  less  of  an  effort  disconnects  USPACOM  efforts  from  established 
national  policy. 

Why  space  superiority?  Superiority  in  any  domain  allows  freedom  of  movement  and 
maneuver  but  comes  with  an  associated  level  of  effort  over  time.  Nations’  militaries  seek  to 
limit  superiority  through  anti-access 
based  strategies.^  Figure  2  illustrates 
the  relationship  between  superiority  in 
a  domain,  like  space  superiority,  and 
anti-access  to  a  domain,  like  PRC 
counterspace  activities. 

With  the  backdrop  of  the 

Figure  2  Domain  Superiority  v,  Anti-Access^® 
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continuing  development  of  PRC  counterspace  initiatives  and  our  nation’s  National  Space  Policy 
coupled  with  the  need  to  maintain 


access  to  the  space  domain  across  the 
Pacific,  USPACOM’s  theater 
campaign  plan  should  integrate  a 
space  superiority  framework 
consisting  of  military  space  to  military 
space  relationships,  a  new 


Theater  Campaign  Plan  Disconnect 


us  STRATCOM 


Develops  and  executes  Theater  /  ^ 

strategy  and  Campaign  Plan  /'  \ 

/  Ft™.v«orktom.et  \  Space  operations' 

"responsible  for  conducting  intentof  jp  30  - - 

theater  space  operations"  * 

IP»<1CHI|,  (tv*  / 


"Plan  and  conduct 


11-14 


^  Assigned  space  forces 

/' 

_  /  Result  -  .no  unified  action,  thus  no  unity  of  effort  n  «  l- 

Presence  f  \  Partnership 


'Global  and  theater  space  operations  require  robust  planning  and  skilled 
employment  to  synchronize  and  integrate  space 
operations  with  the  joint  operation  or  campaign'  JP  3  0  (CH  1),  Pg  V-4 


organizational  construct  for  Figure  3  Theater  Campaign  Plan  Disconnect^i 

US  STRATCOM  support  to  USPACOM  and  an  advanced  training  construct  designed  to  increase 
USPACOM  readiness.  The  space  superiority  framework  would  serve  as  an  integrating 
framework  to  close  the  disconnect  between  combatant  commanders  during  campaign  planning 
(See  figure  3) — a  disconnect  that  must  be  closed  to  link  the  theater  campaign  plan  to  all 
domains — air,  land,  sea,  and  space.  Without  the  framework,  the  campaign  plan  is  incomplete. 

A  space  superiority  framework  would  also  serve  to  foster  unified  action  between 
combatant  commands — unified  action  that  produces  unity  of  effort  and  better  supports  the 
geographic  combatant  commander’s  strategy.  The  framework  also  would  allow  USPACOM  to 
mitigate  the  impact  of  operational  factors  of  space  and  time  in  an  area  of  responsibility 
encompassing  a  majority  of  the  world.  Finally,  a  space  superiority  framework  would  give  the 
commander  options  and  enable  the  joint  force  to  effectively  apply  operational  functions  across 
the  range  of  military  operations. 

The  scope  of  this  research  is  limited  to  the  initial  efforts  of  framework  development.  The 
research  effort  does  not  analyze  countries  outside  of  Australia  and  Japan.  Efforts  to  integrate 
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space  operations  with  these  nations  have  oecurred  in  one  form  or  another  at  various  levels  of 
military  and  government  aetivities.  Yet,  the  efforts  to  date  do  not  constitute  a  part  of  a  larger 
space  superiority  framework  designed  to  support  Commander,  USPACOM  strategy. 

DISCUSSION 

The  military  rise  of  the  PRC  over  the  last  twenty  years  remains  eritical  to  understanding 
the  need  for  a  spaee  superiority  framework.  Over  the  last  two  deeades,  Jiang  Zemin  stands  out 
as  the  seminal  figure  in  the  rise  of  the  PRC  military.  As  illustrated  in  Figure  4,  Jiang  Zemin’s 
influence  in  key  positions  and  length  of  serviee  in  office  eontributed  to  his  impact. 


Figure  4  Engineering  Transformation^^ 

Most  importantly,  Jiang  Zemin  developed  a  plan  for  the  People’s  Liberation  Army  (PLA) 
modernization  and  remained  in  power  long  enough  to  see  it  completed.'"^  Reported  by  the 
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Department  of  Defense  in  2009,  the  military  transformation  consists  of  .  .the  ability  to  jam, 
blind,  or  otherwise  disable  satellites  and  their  terrestrial  support  infrastructure.”^^ 

Partnership,  an  integral  element  of  Commander  USPACOM’s  theater  campaign  plan, 
underpins  security  cooperation  across  the  Pacific.  Partnership  remains  vital  to  effective 
operations  across  all  domains.  Within  the  Pacific  region,  two  efforts  to  enhance  partnership,  the 
Australia-United  States  Ministerial  (AUSMIN)^^  and  the  Trilateral  Strategic  Dialogue  (TSD)^^, 
are  either  in  the  initial  stages  of  military  space  to  military  space  partnership  (AUSMIN)  or 
provide  promise  for  being  an  effective  vehicle  to  broaden  (TSD)  the  partnership  among  nations 
with  military  space  efforts. 

AUSMIN  serves  as  the  primary  strategic  vehicle  for  “bilateral  consultations.  .  . 
consultations  provide  a  major  opportunity  to  discuss  and  share  perspectives  and  approaches  on 
major  global  and  regional  political  issues,  and  to  deepen  bilateral  foreign  security  and  defence 
cooperation.”  In  an  interview  with  Mr.  Joseph  Rouge,  Director,  National  Security  Space 
Office,  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Mr.  Rouge  noted  “there  has  been  considerable 
progress  with  the  Australians  through  AUSMIN.”'^  In  fact,  a  recent  communique  released  by 
the  Department  of  State  stated  “the  two  countries  noted  efforts  to  advance  their  military  satellite 
communications  partnership  and  discussed  proposals  to  improve  mutual  capabilities  in  support 
of  U.S.  and  Australian  deployed  forces.”  The  communique  also  noted  “the  United  States  and 
Australia  underscored  the  continued  importance  of  trilateral  cooperation  with  Japan,  through  the 
Trilateral  Strategic  Dialogue  [TSD].”^* 

The  TSD  is  an  effort  to  “link  the  two  strongest  security  partners  in  the  Pacific,  Japan  and 
Australia.”  The  current  focus  of  the  TSD  efforts  is  “counter-terrorism  and  maritime 
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security.”  Within  the  framework  of  TSD,  however,  opportunities  exist  to  expand  U.S.- 
Australian- Japanese  military  to  military  relationships  to  include  space  operations. 

As  noted  earlier,  AUSMfN  already  serves  as  a  diplomatic  and  defense  vehicle  to  enhance 
military  to  military  space  relationships.  To  date,  however,  TSD  does  not  include  military  space 
to  military  space  relationships  as  an  effort.  With  a  recent  change  in  Japanese  law  and  policy 
however,  TSD  serves  as  a  likely  arena  for  development  of  military  space  to  military  space 
relationships.^"^  For  example,  in  July  of  2009,  the  policy  of  Japan’s  defense  forces  changed  “for 
the  first  time.  .  .Japan  recognizes  the  need  to  develop  space-based  systems  specifically  for 
military  purposes.”  How  the  U.S.  government  approaches  this  opportunity  through  the  TSD 
remains  critical  to  Pacific  Command  and  space  superiority  in  the  Pacific. 

U.S.  Strategic  Command  (USSTRATCOM)  is  a  critical  partner  for  theater  security 
development  in  the  Pacific.  USSTRATCOM  is  a  functional  combatant  command  with  authority 
and  responsibility  for  a  variety  of  mission  areas  to  include  space  operations.  Yet 
USSTRATCOM,  unlike  other  functional  commands  such  as  Special  Operations  Command 
(SOCOM),  chose  to  establish  consolidated  organizations  within  USSTRATCOM.  The  varieties 
of  missions  and 
organizational 
structures  established 
by  USSTRATCOM 
have  often  led  to 


challenges.  For 
example,  the 


Souroe;  USSTRATCOM. 

Notes;  C2=  command  and  control;  JFCC=  doirtt  Functiortal  Component  Command;  WMD=  weapons 
of  mass  destruction. 

Figure  5  U.S.  STRATCOM  Organization^® 
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Government  Accountability  Office  noted  in  a  report  to  Congress  that  “providing  coordinated, 
consistent  outreach  to  other  DOD  organizations,  such  as  combatant  commands,  has  become  more 
difficult  since  USSTRATCOM  established  separate  subordinate  organizations  for  several  of  its 
missions.” 

Figure  5  illustrates  the  organizational  architecture  of  USSTRATCOM  as  published  in 
2005.  Today,  the  organizational  structure  of  USSTRATCOM  remains  much  the  same  and 
subject  to  critical  comment.  In  December  2008,  for  example,  the  Schlesinger  report  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  noted  “.  .  .a  gap  in  the  seam  between  USSTRATCOM  and  the  Geographic 
Combatant  Commanders  (GCCs)  in  planning  and  C2  of  interregional  and  global  operations.” 

To  date,  USSTRATCOM’s  efforts  to  re-organize  remain  internally  focused. 

Like  USSTRATCOM,  USSOCOM,  a  functional  combatant  command,  has  vital 
responsibilities  in  support  of  geographic  combatant  commanders.  However  USSOCOM 
integrates  with  geographic  combatant  commanders  through  an  established  organizational 
framework  in  theater  where  “each  [geographic  combatant  command]  has  a  theater  specific 
Special  Operations  Command  to  support  his  Special  Operations  logistics,  planning,  and 
operational  control  requirements.”  At  its  inception,  SOCOM  leadership  identified  “the  main 
focus.  .  .  to  provide  special  operations  support  to  the  CINCs  of  five  disparate  and  divergent 
theaters  as  well  as  to  be  prepared  to  conduct,  on  rare  occasions,  unilateral  special  operations  at 
national  direction.”  Furthermore,  SOCOM  expanded  efforts  “of  determining  the  full  nature  of . 
.  .  [their]  mission.  .  .  [by  conducting]  ...  a  Joint  Mission  Analysis  (JMA)  in  collaboration  with 
five  theater  CINCs.”  The  power  and  effect  of  the  JMAs  should  not  be  underestimated.  As 
Commander,  SOCOM,  General  Lindsay’s  leadership  and  outreach  through  the  JMAs  provided 
“the  confidence  in  their  organization  so  that  the  other  CINCs  would  use  SOF  in  the  special  and 
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appropriate  ways.”  Through  the  rigorous  JMA  process,  SOCOM  took  a  global  mission,  sought 
coordination  as  well  as  integration  with  theater  commands,  and  organized  a  combatant  command 
structure  that  is  responsive  across  a  range  of  mission  areas. 

The  current  state  of  training  and  integrating  space  forces  and  USPACOM  forces  to 
achieve  greater  USPACOM  readiness  is  satisfactory.  However,  the  training  could  be  better. 
Currently,  the  training  is  episodic  and  centered  on  major  component-level  and  above  exercises. 
The  space  superiority  training  objectives  are  often  not  well  understood  among  the  joint  training 
audiences  and  de-linked  from  effective  integration  with  major  portions  of  training  events  as  well 
as  other  theater  components  conducting  training.  Furthermore,  no  standardized  process  for 
analysis  across  components  exists  to  gather  observations  from  training  participants  and  formulate 
lessons  learned  that  could  be  passed  to  theater  components  for  further  integration  with  their 
training  plans.  In  order  to  maximize  space  operations  training  to  increase  readiness,  USPACOM 
must  develop  an  advanced  training  construct  linking  space  superiority  training  to  overall  theater 
training. 

The  Defense  Science 
Board  research  offers  a  potential 
way  ahead.  The  importance  of 
effective  advanced  training  is 
critical  to  force  readiness.  In  a 
2002  Defense  Science  Board 

proficiency  in  simple  tasks  is  viewed  as  a  function  of  training  in\estmmt.  the  learning  curve  Battens  out. 

1  ^  ^  Warf^hting  is  not,  however,  a  simple  task.  Viewing  training  far  war  as  a  set  of  layered  learning  curves  helps  to 

report  to  trie  oeCret3.ry  Ot  visuali2PwhyCTCswork.Oneleson.forexample.lsthatCTCsshauldn'tworkweUlfbasicsklUsha\enot 

been  first  trained  into  the  unit,  btteff-ation  of  mission  training  (the  dotted  line)  into  the  lowerle>els  is  not  yet 
achieved. 

Defense,  the  board  Figure  6  Anatomy  of  Effective  Training^^ 


DSB  Task  rone  on  Trsmmg  Supononty  ana  Ttarung  Surpnsa 
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noted  .  .warfare  is  a  complex  task  and  training  for  it  involves  a  stacked  set  of  learning  curves, 

36 

each  springboarding  off  the  levels  below  it  (illustrated  in  Figure  6).” 

Not  only  does  the  Defense  Science  Board  methodology  provide  a  building  block 
approach  to  advanced  training,  the  methodology  also  serves  as  a  ,g:uide’  for  commanders  to 
assess  readiness  prior  to  and  after  training.  In  short,  the  methodology  noted  above,  when 
combined  with  measures  of  effectiveness  developed  by  force  providers,  accomplishes  a  critical 
task  of  advanced  training — a  measurable  approach  to  developing  “a  high  degree  of  first  battle 
competency.”  The  net  effect  of  advanced  training  is  a  force  prepared  for  the  challenges  of  the 
modem  battlefield.  Consequently,  USPACOM  must  re-look  the  current  advanced  training 
architecture  in  place  for  joint  forces  and  determine  if  joint  forces  have  the  requisite  competency 
for  the  challenges  posed  by  nations  with  “.  .  .the  ability  to  jam,  blind,  or  otherwise  disable 

38 

satellites  and  their  terrestrial  support  infrastmcture.” 

ANALYTICAL  CONCLUSIONS 

Pacific  Command  remains  a  command  focused  on  maritime  and  air  operations.  Given 
the  area  of  responsibility,  as  well  as  the  forces  under  Pacific  Command  and  the  factors  of  time 
and  space  the  focus  is  understandable,  but  incomplete.  Focus  drives  thinking  and  thinking  drives 
planning.  In  light  of  PRC  counterspace  advances.  Pacific  Command’s  focus  must  expand  to 
include  the  space  domain  as  a  contested  environment.  Consequently,  Pacific  Command  should 
meet  the  challenges  of  a  contested  space  domain  by  shaping  the  operational  environment  with  an 
integrated  space  superiority  framework. 

Furthermore,  USPACOM  theater  campaign  planning  is  not  well  served  by  the  current 
anti-access  thought.  In  short,  the  current  thinking  is  inadequate  for  USPACOM’s  needs.  A  2007 
RAND  report  notes  “despite  high-level  interest  in  anti-access  and  the  term’s  increasing  use  in 
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U.S.  defense  policy  documents,  no  official  definition  of  either  „&ntiaccess’  or  an  „antiacess 
strategy’  exists. In  fact,  the  definition  presented  by  RAND  falls  short  of  including  or 
considering  the  space  domain  and  focuses  primarily  on  air  and  maritime  examples. Again, 
focus  drives  thinking  and  thinking  drives  planning.  Yet,  by  not  considering  all  the  domains  in 
planning,  a  blind  spot  is  created  for  theater  campaign  planners. 

However,  some  might  argue  that  air  and  maritime  forces  are  the  predominant  forces  in 
the  Pacific  Command  area  of  responsibility.  The  space  forces,  and  by  extension  access  to  the 
space  domain,  are  only  enablers.  Consequently,  the  current  anti-access  concept  is  complete. 
Given  the  current  force-levels  and  the  factors  of  time  and  space  unique  to  Pacific  Command  as 
well  as  critical  operational  functions  such  as  command  and  control  and  intelligence  with  their 
attendant  space  support  needs,  the  access  to  and  utilization  of  the  space  domain  is  critical  to 
Pacific  Command.  As  noted  earlier,  focus  drives  thinking  and  thinking  drives  planning.  If  the 
focus  is  not  on  access  to  all  domains  at  the  disposal  of  the  combatant  commander,  thinking  and 
planning  will  not  be  inclusive — Partnership,  Presence  and  Readiness  will  remain  predominantly 
focused  on  air  and  maritime.  The  focus  needs  to  evolve  to  include  the  space  domain  as  a 
contested  domain. 

With  respect  to  military  to  military  relationships,  the  current  military  space  to  military 
space  relationships  established  across  USPACOM  remain  disparate.  On  the  high  end  of 
integration,  the  U.S. -Australia  military  space  to  military  space  relationship  serves  as  a  model. 
For  example,  the  U.S.  and  Australia  recently  partnered  “in  exercise  Talisman  Saber  2009,  their 
largest  combined  exercise. Talisman  Saber  is  designed  to  enhance  “Joint  Combined  Training 
Capability. In  fact,  U.S. -Australian  military  space  to  military  space  relationships  extends  to 
persistent  tactical-level  relationships,  inside  and  outside  of  USPACOM’s  AOR. 
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However,  the  U.S. -Japanese  military  space  to  military  space  relationship  remains  in  the 
developmental  stages  but  presents  much  promise.  With  recent  changes  in  the  Japanese  law,  the 
possibility  of  greater  military  space  to  military  space  relationships  comes  closer  to  reality."^"^  On 
9  September  2009,  Peter  Brown  of  AsiaTimes  reported  “Japan's  new  Basic  Law  for  Space 
Activities  or  simply  Basic  Space  Law  (BSL)  passed  the  Diet  (parliament)  in  2008,  and  in  mid- 
2009,  a  new  Basic  Space  Plan  was  completed.  As  a  result,  Japan's  government  is  now  able  to 
fund  military  space  activities,  ending  a  ban  on  such  activities  that  lasted  40  years. 

Yet,  many  argue  that  foreign  governments  wish  to  distance  themselves  from  direct 
military  to  military  involvement  with  the  U.S.  vis-a-vis  the  PRC.  However,  the  military  space  to 
military  space  relationships  need  not  be  perceived  as  confrontational.  Using  the  LSD  framework 
for  example,  military  space  to  military  space  activities  can  be  established  to  further  accomplish 
the  priorities  for  which  LSD  was  established."^^  Furthermore,  Australia,  Japan  and  the  U.S.  all 
have  a  stake  in  the  peaceful  integration  of  the  PRC  while  maintaining  readiness.  The  disparate 
efforts  require  a  framework  from  which  to  demonstrate  a  more  credible  and  effective  effort  in  the 
space  domain  and  consequently  support  USPACOM.  TSD  is  a  possible  vehicle  for  this 
framework. 

USSTRATCOM’s  span  of  missions  poses  certain  challenges  to  effective  theater 
campaign  planning.  Due  to  an  expansive  mission  set  compounded  with  the  challenge  of 
supporting  all  Combatant  Commanders,  USSTRATCOM  lacks  a  persistent  theater  presence  in 
USPACOM — a  persistent  presence  critical  to  shaping  focus  which  in  turn  causes  changes  in 
thinking  and  planning.  As  noted  earlier,  USSTRATCOM  remains  organized  around  functional 
mission  sets  vice  balancing  functional  mission  set  organization  with  theater  presence.  In  order  to 
shape  the  focus  in  USPACOM,  USSTRATCOM  requires  a  persistent  presence.  Yet 
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USSTRATCOM  might  be  insufficiently  manned  to  establish  a  presence  in  PACOM’s  area  of 
responsibility  and  execute  other  Unified  Command  Plan  taskings. 

However,  other  globally  focused  functional  combatant  commands,  like  Special 
Operations  Command,  have  established  a  theater  presence  while  retaining  the  ability  to  act 
globally."^^  The  Special  Operations  Command  model  serves  as  a  point  of  departure,  not  the 
solution.  Like  Special  Operations  Command,  USSTRATCOM  needs  to  reach  out  and  assess 
combatant  command  needs.  Once  combatant  command  needs  are  understood,  an  in-theater 
organizational  structure,  if  required,  could  be  developed  to  better  support  geographic  combatant 
commanders.  Some  combatant  commanders  might  be  satisfied  with  the  current  support. 
However,  if  an  in-theater  presence  were  required,  a  recommended  command  relationship  might 
include  a  subunified  theater  component  model  or  a  standing  joint  task  force  to  support  theater 
campaign  planning  as  an  initial  step,  then  developing  into  a  subunified  theater  component,  as 
appropriate. 

As  reported  by  the  GAO  and  the  Schlesinger  reports,  the  current  USSTRATCOM 
organizational  structure  is  not  working.  This  point  is  further  underscored  when  one  examines  the 
critical  need  for  USSTRATCOM  expertise  and  presence  in  USPACOM  theater  campaign  plan 
development  and  execution — expertise  and  presence  that  just  is  not  there.  Consequently,  critical 
elements  of  a  space  superiority  framework,  like  military  space  to  military  space  relationships  and 
advanced  training  concepts  are  lacking. 

With  respect  to  training,  the  current  advanced  training  construct  for  air,  land  and  sea 
forces  is  well  understood  and  robust  in  scope  as  well  as  integration.  Currently,  air,  land  and  sea 
forces  enjoy  a  well  established  level  of  training  at  both  the  tactical  and  operational  levels.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  space  operations’  training  is  extremely  nascent.  Additionally,  the  majority  of  the 
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training  events  to  date  oeeur  solely  at  the  operational  level  viee  an  integrated  operational  level  to 
taetieal  level  training  event."^^ 

The  integration  of  spaee  forees  in  theater  training  remains  a  ehallenge.  However,  one 
may  argue  that  spaee  operations  are  routinely  integrated  into  theater  exereises — ^whieh  is  eorreet. 
An  established  proeess  does  exist  to  support  theater  initial  planning  eonferenees,  mid-planning 
eonferenees  and  final  planning  eonferenees.  The  greatest  ehallenge  to  effeetive  integration  of 
spaee  forees  lies  in  two  areas:  limited  resourees  to  train  with  and  eompeting  exereise  priorities 
aeross  eombatant  eommands. 

While  spaee  operations  are  integrated  in  theater  exereises,  an  established  approaeh  to 
develop  sustained  theater  foree  readiness  through  advaneed  training  is  not  as  mature  as  required 
given  the  eurrent  threat  environment.  The  laek  of  maturity  eenters  on  the  faet  that  no  artieulated 
advaneed  training  eonstruet  exists  aeross  all  forees,  either  at  USPACOM  or  USSTRATCOM. 
Consequently,  when  one  uses  the  DSB’s  “Anatomy  of  Effeetive  Training”  as  a  guide,  air,  land, 
sea  and  spaee  forees  oeeupy  different  loeations  on  the  “hierarehy  of  learning  eurves.”^*^  The 
ehallenge  for  USPACOM  is  to  partner  with  Strategie  Command  to  develop  an  advaneed  training 
eonstruet  that  moves  all  joint  forees  up  the  vertieal  axis,  thus  inereasing  the  overall  readiness  of 
forees  in  theater. 

Consequently,  analysis  of  the  USPACOM  situation  underseores  the  need  to  establish  a 
spaee  superiority  framework  to  better  support  USPACOM  theater  eampaign  objeetives  and 
imperatives.  The  spaee  superiority  framework  allows  both  USPACOM  and  USSTRATCOM  to 
foeus  efforts  and  meet  established  Commander,  Paeifie  Command  intent.  Without  a  spaee 
superiority  framework,  efforts  will  eontinue  to  laek  foeus  and  integration  as  well  as  fall  short  of 
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the  mark  in  delivering  long-term  results  for  USPACOM  in  terms  of  Partnership,  Presence  and 
Readiness. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  initial  recommendations  to  begin  moving  toward  a  space  superiority  framework  for 
USPACOM  fall  along  three  mutually  supporting  lines  of  effort:  doctrine,  organization  and 
training.  By  maturing  these  areas,  USSPACOM  and  USSTRATCOM  move  closer  to  attaining 
the  necessary  space  superiority  framework  required  to  meet  the  challenges  found  in  the 
USPACOM  area  of  responsibility. 

As  noted  by  the  experts  at  RAND,  the  Department  of  Defense  lacks  “an  official 
definition  of  either  „&nti-access’  or  an  „anti-access  strategy.”  Consequently,  theater  campaign 
planners  are  challenged  with  devising  comprehensive  strategies  to  counter  such  realities,  without 
the  benefit  of  doctrinal  concepts.  Additionally,  the  historical  focus  of  USPACOM  tilts  toward  a 
pre-disposition  to  color  anti-access  as  solely  focused  on  air  and  maritime  forces.  The  result  is  an 
incomplete  plan  not  accounting  for  anti-access  of  the  space  domain. 

Thought  on  anti-access  concepts  needs  to  evolve  and  joint  doctrine,  in  particular  Joint 
Publication,  1-02,  Department  of  Defense  Dictionary  of  Military  and  Associated  Terms,  needs  to 
incorporate  a  definition  of  anti-access.  Furthermore,  applicable  doctrine  documents  such  as  Joint 
Publication  3-0,  Joint  Operations  and  Joint  Publication,  5-0,  Joint  Operation  Planning,  need  to 
capture  operational  art  best  practices  to  counter  anti-access  strategies.  To  begin  the  process,  a 
recommended  definition  for  anti-access  is  “The  ability  to  utilize  elements  of  national  power- 
diplomatic,  informational,  military  or  economic— to  effectively  counter  the  use  of  the  air,  land, 
sea,  space  or  cyber  domains.”  With  an  established  definition  in  place,  theater  campaign  planners 
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must  now  address  all  domains.  With  a  working  definition  of  anti-aceess,  the  relevance  of  a  space 
superiority  framework  becomes  more  apparent  to  the  operational  planner. 

In  parallel  with  the  recommendations  identified  above,  key  consideration  needs  to  be 
given  to  incorporating  theater  campaign  planning  considerations  in  Joint  Publication  3-14,  Space 
Operations.  Specifically,  Chapter  V,  Planning  needs  to  consider  essential  elements  of  theater 
security  cooperation  planning.  For  example,  the  chapter  needs  to  identify  the  processes  for 
linking  space  activities  to  the  supported  commander’s  theater  campaign  plan  objectives. 
Furthermore,  Chapter  V  falls  short  on  discussion  of  phasing.  Specifically,  the  chapter  mentions 
phasing  in  passing:  “in  staff  estimates,  the  planners  examine  their  functional  specialties  to 
identify  the  role  and  contributions  of  space  forces  in  the  various  phases  of  the  campaign.  The 
chapter  needs  to  be  modified  to  identify  recommended  space  operations  activities  by  phase. 
Consequently,  joint  space  doctrine  would  more  completely  reflect  the  ways  and  means  by  which 
space  operations  can  be  successfully  integrated  into  theater  campaign  planning  across  all  phases 
of  military  operations  to  achieve  combatant  commander  ends. 

With  respect  to  organization,  theater  campaign  planners  need  to  develop  an 
organizational  structure  that  integrates  USSTRATCOM  and  USPACOM  partnership  efforts.  In 
order  to  do  this,  USPACOM  should  leverage  the  TSD  as  a  vehicle  to  further  military  space  to 
military  space  relationships  among  Australia,  the  U.S.  and  Japan.  Under  USSTRATCOM,  in 
coordination  with  USPACOM,  for  example,  the  Joint  Functional  Component  Commander 
(JFCC)-Space  might  develop  a  planning  cell  comprised  of  Australian,  Japanese  and  U.S.  officers 
to  support  USPACOM  efforts. 

In  order  to  be  relevant  and  measureable,  the  above  efforts  need  to  be  linked  to  the  already 
identified  USPACOM  objectives  and  imperatives  for  Partnership  and  Presence.  In  so  doing. 
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theater  campaign  planners  ensure  military  space  to  military  space  efforts  remain  focused. 
Furthermore,  the  linkage  to  objectives  and  imperatives  allows  military  space  to  military  space 
progress  to  be  assessed  for  improvement  by  both  USSTRATCOM  and  USPACOM. 

The  organizational  relationship  between  USPACOM  and  USSTRATCOM  underpins  the 
success  of  the  entire  space  superiority  framework  effort.  Without  adequate  organizational 
structure,  the  effort  will  encounter  significant  challenges.  In  close  coordination  with 
Commander,  USPACOM,  Commander,  USSTRATCOM  should  establish  a  joint  task  force 
designed  to  plan  and  integrate  space  superiority  framework  efforts  such  as  military  space  to 
military  space  relationships  and  advanced  theater  training  standards. 

For  the  joint  task  force  to  be  effective,  USSTRATCOM  needs  to  first  establish  a  JMA 
team  to  determine  the  level  of  support  required  by  Pacific  Command.  Pending  the  results  of 
the  assessment,  the  joint  task  force  would  likely  lead  the  integration  of  the  space  superiority 
framework  through  support  of  theater  security  cooperation  planning  and  advanced  training 
integration.  The  joint  task  force  would  be  located  forward  at  H.Q.  USPACOM  and  remain  in 
direct  support  of  USPACOM  theater  campaign  planners.  The  operational  control  of  the  joint 
task  force  would  reside  with  Commander,  JFCC-Space. 

To  support  advanced  training  across  the  theater,  the  USSTRATCOM  established  joint 
task  force  would  partner  with  USPACOM  and  subordinate  components  to  develop  theater 
training  standards  by  component.  The  training  standards  developed  in  concert  with  component 
leadership  would  focus  on  operating  in  a  contested  space  domain.  The  measure  of  the  joint  task 
forces’  success  and  the  success  of  the  advanced  training  would  be  assessed  against  Commander, 
USPACOM  objectives  and  imperatives  for  readiness. 
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After  a  period  of  time,  USSTRATCOM  could  expand  on  and  modify  the  identified 
framework  to  better  support  USPACOM.  However,  USSTRATCOM  also  needs  to  consider 
exporting  the  space  superiority  framework  concept  to  other  geographic  combatant  commanders. 
The  space  superiority  framework  needs  to  be  tailored  to  each  geographic  combatant 
commander’s  area  of  responsibility.  Key  areas  to  review  when  tailoring  the  framework  are: 
evaluation  of  the  current  theater  threats  to  the  space  domain;  critical  operational  functions 
utilizing  space  capabilities;  and  consideration  of  operational  factors  of  time  and  space,  to  name  a 
few. 

By  taking  the  space  superiority  framework  to  other  geographic  commanders, 
USSTRATCOM  expands  the  supporting  and  integrating  architecture  vital  to  the  commands’ 
success.  Additionally,  USSTRATCOM  establishes  a  vital  command  presence  in  geographic 
combatant  command  areas  of  responsibility — a  presence  necessary  to  foster  credibility  at  the 
theater  campaign  planning  table. 

With  the  space  superiority  Space  Superiority  Framework 

framework,  geographic  as  well  as 

functional  combatant  commanders 
leverage  a  focused  concept  tailored 
to  meet  the  needs  of  theater 
campaign  plan  objectives  and 

imperatives.  As  illustrated  in  figure  Presence  L _ ^  partnership 

7,  the  framework  bounds  the  Figure  7  Space  Superiority  Framework^^ 

interrelated  activities  necessary  to  meet  those  objectives  and  imperatives  while  allowing  for  the 
flexibility  to  increase  or  decrease  emphasis  to  meet  future  objectives  and  imperatives. 


Readiness 
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Furthermore,  the  framework  links  the  geographie  eombatant  eommander  with  the  funetional 
combatant  commander  increasing  effective  integration  during  theater  campaign  planning. 
Through  the  application  of  the  framework,  both  geographic  and  functional  combatant  commands 
achieve  unity  of  effort. 

CONCLUSION 

Theater  campaign  plans  are  the  foundation  for  the  accomplishment  of  theater  objectives 
across  the  range  of  military  operations.  In  order  for  theater  campaigns  to  be  complete,  planners 
must  consider  all  domains  impacting  theater  operations — air,  land,  sea  and  space.  By  doing  so, 
theater  campaign  planners  ensure  completeness  of  the  plan.  Furthermore,  theater  campaign 
planners  also  discover  key  supporting  and  supported  relationships  among  functional  and 
geographic  combatant  commanders.  With  the  relationships  identified,  campaign  planners  begin 
to  develop  key  tasks  necessary  to  support  the  supported  geographic  combatant  commander’s 
objectives  and  imperatives. 

This  paper  serves  to  focus  attention  on  a  critical  seam  in  theater  campaign  planning.  The 
answers  are  not  simple  and  require  dialogue  between  combatant  commands.  From  increased 
dialogue,  theater  campaign  planners  will  realize  that  their  planning  requires  a  framework  to  focus 
theater  efforts.  The  space  superiority  framework  identified  above  serves  as  a  point  of  departure 
for  others  to  consider  and  evaluate  as  well  as  improve  upon.  The  space  superiority  framework 
also  serves  as  a  starting  point  for  USPACOM  and  USSTRATCOM  to  begin  development  of 
efforts  to  better  support  the  Commander,  USPACOM  through  accomplishment  of  identified 
theater  objectives  and  imperatives. 
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